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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . Applicant's request for reconsideration of the finality of the rejection of the last 
Office action is persuasive and, therefore, the finality of that action is withdrawn, 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments, see page 2 of the remarks, filed 01/15/2007. with respect 
to the rejection(s) of the claims have been fully considered and are persuasive. 
Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a 
new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of HOSACK et al (US 5,418,528). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

4. Claims 1,4-7, 10, 13-16, 19, 22-25, and 28 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over KRAFT (6,381 ,474 B1) in view of HOSACK et al (US 
5,418,528). 

Regarding claim 1, KRAFT discloses a method accessing functions in a mobile 
communication device (abstract) comprising: dynamically updating an event list [redo & 
undo list] responsive to designated events by adding events to said event list when a 
new event occurs and automatically deleting an event from said event list when a user 
responds to the event (abstract; col. 1, line 48-col 2, line 50; col. 3, line 3-col. 4, line 16; 
col. 4, line 50-col. 5, line 8; col. 6, line 14-63; col. 7, line 25-47; events are added to the 
list according to various occurrences. Automatic deletion is provided when a user 
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responds to an item with multiple occurrences, or when a user responds to a missed 
event such as a missed call), or if the event is the last event (oldest event on list) 
associated with a category of similar events on said event list (col. 5, line 65-col. 6, line 
3; col. 6, line 57-63); displaying said event list to a user on a display (Figure 3; abstract); 
associating a menu item in a hierarchical menu with each event in said event list 
(abstract; col. 1, line 48-col 2, line 50; col. 3, line 3-col. 4, line 16; col. 4, line 50-col. 5, 
line 8; col. 6, line 14-63; col. 7, line 25-47; selection of items in the event list can launch 
various applications which reside in different sub-menus); and invoking the associated 
menu item in said hierarchical menu responsive to selection of an event from said event 
list by said user (abstract; col. 1, line 48-col 2, line 50; col. 3, line 3-col. 4, line 16; col. 4, 
line 50-col. 5, line 8; col. 6, line 14-63; col. 7, line 25-47). However, KRAFT does not 
expressly disclose wherein automatically deleting events occurs only if both criteria met 
(see page 2 of the remarks). In a similar field of the endeavor, HOSACK discloses 
automatically deleting an event (message) from an event list when a user responds to 
an event (read messages), and if the event is the last event (oldest message) 
associated with a category (read messages that are not anchored) of similar events on 
said event list (345, 355, 365; col. 4, line 40-67). Therefore it would have been obvious 
to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
KRAFT to include the teachings of HOSACK, since HOSACK states that such a 
modification would allow a system to selectively delete events in order to free up 
storage space (see col. 1, line 28-38). 
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Regarding claim 4, see the rejections of the parent claim concerning the subject 
matter this claim is dependent upon. KRAFT further discloses wherein said event list is 
displayed responsive to entry of a shortcut command by said user (abstract; Figure 3; 
col. 3, line 57-col. 4, line 8; col. 4, line 50-57; col. 7, line 44-51). 

Regarding claim 5, see the rejections of the parent claim concerning the subject 
matter this claim is dependent upon. KRAFT further discloses further comprising 
sorting said event list before said event list is displayed (col. 2, line 39-58; col. 7, line 
52-64). 

Regarding claim 6, see the rejections of the parent claim concerning the subject 
matter this claim is dependent upon. KRAFT further discloses wherein said event list is 
sorted in time order (col. 2, line 39-58; col. 7, line 52-64). 

Regarding claim 7, see the rejections of the parent claim concerning the subject 
matter this claim is dependent upon. KRAFT further discloses wherein said event list is 
sorted based on priorities assigned to said events on said event list (col. 2, line 39-58; 
col. 7, line 52-64). 

Regarding claim 10, KRAFT discloses a mobile communication device (abstract) 
comprising: a display for displaying menu items in a hierarchical menu for selection by a 
user (abstract; Figure 3; col. 3, line 57-col. 4, line 8; col. 4, line 50-57; col. 7, line 44-51); 
a memory for storing an event list (col. 1, line 52-col. 2, line 50); a processor configured 
to: dynamically update said event list responsive to designated events by adding events 
to said event list when a new designated event occurs and automatically deleting an 
event from said event list when a user responds to the event (abstract; col. 1 , line 48-col 
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2, line 50; col. 3, line 3-col. 4, line 16; col. 4, line 50-col. 5, line 8; coL 6, line 14-63; col. 
7, line 25-47; events are added to the list according to various occurrences. Automatic 
deletion is provided when a user responds to an item with multiple occurrences, or 
when a user responds to a missed event such as a missed call), or if the event is the 
last event (oldest event on list) associated with a category of similar events on said 
event list (col. 5, line 65-col. 6, line 3; col. 6, line 57-63); display said event list on a 
display for viewing by a user (Figure 3; abstract); associate a menu item in a 
hierarchical menu with each event in said event list (abstract; col. 1 , line 48-col 2, line 
50; col. 3, line 3-col. 4, line 16; col. 4, line 50-coL 5. line 8; col. 6, line 14-63; col. 7, line 
25-47); and invoke the associated menu item in said hierarchical menu responsive to 
selection by said user of an event from said event list (abstract; col. 1 , line 48-col 2, line 
50; col. 3, line 3-col. 4, line 16; col. 4. line 50-col. 5, line 8; col. 6, line 14-63; col. 7. line 
25-47). However, KRAFT does not expressly disclose wherein automatically deleting 
events occurs only if both criteria met (see page 2 of the remarks). In a similar field of 
the endeavor, HOSACK discloses automatically deleting an event (message) from an 
event list when a user responds to an event (read messages), and if the event is the last 
event (oldest message) associated with a category (read messages that are not 
anchored) of similar events on said event list (345, 355, 365; col. 4, line 40-67). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify KRAFT to include the teachings of HOSACK, since 
HOSACK states that such a modification would allow a system to selectively delete 
events in order to free up storage space (see col. 1 , line 28-38). 



Application/Control Number: Page 6 

10/627,896 

Art Unit: 2617 

Regarding claim 13, see the rejections of the parent claim concerning the subject 
matter this claim is dependent upon. KRAFT further discloses wherein the processor 
displays said event list responsive to entry of a shortcut command by said user 
(abstract; Figure 3; col. 3, line 57-col. 4, line 8; col. 4, line 50-57; col. 7, line 44-51). 

Regarding claim 14, see the rejections of the parent claim concerning the subject 
matter this claim is dependent upon. KRAFT further discloses wherein the processor 
sorts said event list before said event list is displayed (col. 2, line 39-58; col. 7, line 52- 
64). 

Regarding claim 15, see the rejections of the parent claim concerning the subject 
matter this claim is dependent upon. KRAFT further discloses wherein the processor 
sorts said event list in time order (col. 2, line 39-58; col. 7, line 52-64). 

Regarding claim 16, see the rejections of the parent claim concerning the subject 
matter this claim is dependent upon. KRAFT further discloses wherein the processor 
sorts said event list based on priorities assigned to said events on said event list (col. 2, 
line 39-58; col. 7, line 52-64). 

Regarding claim 19, KRAFT discloses a circuit for controlling a user interface 
including a display (abstract), said circuit comprising a processor programmed to: 
generate and dynamically update said event list responsive to designated events by 
adding events to said event list when a new designated event occurs and automatically 
deleting an event from said event list when a user responds to the event (abstract; col. 
1 , line 48-col 2, line 50; col. 3, line 3-col. 4, line 16; col. 4, line 50-col. 5, line 8; col. 6, 
line 14-63; col. 7, line 25-47; events are added to the list according to various 
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occurrences. Automatic deletion is provided when a user responds to an item with 
multiple occurrences, or when a user responds to a missed event such as a missed 
call), or if the event is the last event (oldest event on list) associated with a category of 
similar events on said event list (col. 5, line 65-col. 6, line 3; col. 6, line 57-63); display 
said event list on a display for viewing by a user (Figure 3; abstract); associate a menu 
item in a hierarchical menu with each event in said event list (abstract; col. 1, line 48-col 
2, line 50; col. 3, line 3-col. 4, line 16; coL 4, line 50-col. 5, line 8; col. 6, line 14-63; coL 
7, line 25-47); and invoke the associated menu item in said hierarchical menu 
responsive to selection by said user of an event from said event list (abstract; col. 1, line 
48-col 2, line 50; col. 3, line 3-col. 4, line 16; col. 4, line 50-col. 5, line 8; col. 6, line 14- 
63; col. 7. line 25-47). However, KRAFT does not expressly disclose wherein 
automatically deleting events occurs only if both criteria met (see page 2 of the 
remarks). In a similar field of the endeavor, HOSACK discloses automatically deleting 
an event (message) from an event list when a user responds to an event (read 
messages), and if the event is the last event (oldest message) associated with a 
category (read messages that are not anchored) of similar events on said event list 
(345, 355, 365; col. 4, line 40-67). Therefore it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify KRAFT to include 
the teachings of HOSACK, since HOSACK states that such a modification would allow a 
system to selectively delete events in order to free up storage space (see coL 1, line 28- 
38). 
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Regarding claim 22, see the rejections of the parent claim concerning the subject 
matter this claim is dependent upon. KRAFT 'further discloses wherein the processor 
displays said event list responsive to entry of a shortcut command by said user 
(abstract; Figure 3; col. 3, line 57-col. 4, line 8; col. 4, line 50-57; col. 7, line 44-51). 

Regarding claim 23, see the rejections of the parent claim concerning the subject 
matter this claim is dependent upon. KRAFT further discloses wherein the processor 
sorts said event list before said event list is displayed (col. 2, line 39-58; col. 7, line 52- 
64). 

Regarding claim 24, see the rejections of the parent claim concerning the subject 
matter this claim is dependent upon. KRAFT further discloses wherein the processor 
sorts said event list in time order (col. 2, line 39-58; col. 7, line 52-64). 

Regarding claim 25, see the rejections of the parent claim concerning the subject 
matter this claim is dependent upon. KRAFT further discloses wherein the processor 
sorts said event list based on priorities assigned to said events on said event list (col. 2, 
line 39-58; col. 7, line 52-64). 

Regarding claim 28, KRAFT discloses a computer readable medium having logic 
stored thereon, the logic configured to control a user interface in a mobile 
communication device, and to control said mobile communication device (abstract), said 
program including instructions to cause said mobile communication device to: add 
events to a dynamically updated event list responsive to designated events (abstract; 
col. 1, line 48-col 2, line 50; col. 3, line 3-col. 4, line 16; col. 4, line 50-col. 5, line 8; col. 
6, line 14-63; col. 7, line 25-47); automatically delete an event from said event list when 
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the user responds to the event on said event list (abstract; col. 1 , line 48-col 2, line 50; 
col. 3, line 3-col. 4, line 16; col. 4, line 50-col. 5, line 8; col. 6, line 14-63; col. 7, line 25- 
47), or if the event is the last event (oldest event on list) associated with a category of 
similar events on said event list (col. 5, line 65-col. 6, line 3; col. 6, line 57-63); display 
said event list on a display for viewing by a user (Figure 3; abstract); associate a menu 
item in a hierarchical menu with each event in said event list (abstract; col. 1 , line 48-col 
2, line 50; col. 3, line 3-col. 4, line 16; col. 4, line 50-col. 5, line 8; col. 6, line 14-63; col. 
7, line 25-47); and invoke the associated menu item in said hierarchical menu 
responsive to selection by said user of an event from said event list (abstract; col. 1 , line 
48-col 2, line 50; col. 3, line 3-col. 4, line 16; col. 4, line 50-col. 5, line 8; col. 6, line 14- 
63; col. 7, line 25-47). However, KRAFT does not expressly disclose wherein 
automatically deleting events occurs only if both criteria met (see page 2 of the 
remarks). In a similar field of the endeavor, HOSACK discloses automatically deleting 
an event (message) from an event list when a user responds to an event (read 
messages), and if the event is the last event (oldest message) associated with a 
category (read messages that are not anchored) of similar events on said event list 
(345, 355, 365; col. 4, line 40-67). Therefore it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill In the art at the time the invention was made to modify KRAFT to include" 
the teachings of HOSACK, since HOSACK states that such a modification would allow a 
system to selectively delete events in order to free up storage space (see col. 1 , line 28- 
38). 
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5. Claims 8, 9, 17, 18, 26, and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over KRAFT (6,381 ,474 B1) in view of HOSACK et al (US 5,418,528) and 
in further view of ROTH (US 6,266,060 B1 ). 

Regarding claim 8, see the rejections of the parent claim concerning the subject 
matter this claim is dependant upon. Although KRAFT discloses using priority sorting 
(col. 2, line 39-58; col. 7, line 52-64), the combination of KRAFT and HOSACK does not 
expressly disclose wherein said priorities are assigned to said events on said event list 
by the user. ROTH discloses wherein said priorities are assigned to said events on said 
event list by the user (column 13:line 21-column 14:line 33). Therefore it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to modify the combination of KRAFT and HOSACK to include the menu sorting abilities 
described in ROTH as both disclose a way to prioritize menu rankings. As stated by 
ROTH, it should be understood that the present invention can be used to arrange any 
menu of user-selectable items regardless of the medium that is used to present the 
menu (column 5:lines 30-38, column 5:lines 46-59, column 6:lines 31-42). This is 
beneficial in that it allows for various sorting techniques in any menu environment of 
user-selectable items. 

Regarding claim 9, see the rejections of the parent claim concerning the subject 
matter this claim is dependant upon. The combination of KRAFT, HOSACKROTH 
further discloses wherein said event list is sorted based on usage statistics associated 
with said events on said event list (ROTH - column 13:line 21-column 14:line 33). 
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Regarding claim 17 and 26, see tfie rejections of the parent claims concerning 
the subject matter these claims are dependant upon. Although KRAFT discloses using 
priority sorting (col. 2, line 39-58; col. 7, line 52-64), the combination of KRAFT and 
HOSACK does not expressly disclose wherein said priorities are assigned to said 
events on said event list by the user. ROTH discloses wherein said priorities are 
assigned to said events on said event list by a user (column 13:line 21-column 14:line 
33). Therefore it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the combination of KRAFT and HOSACK to 
include the menu sorting abilities described in ROTH as both disclose a way to prioritize 
menu rankings. As stated by ROTH, it should be understood that the present invention 
can be used to arrange any menu of user-selectable items regardless of the medium 
that is used to present the menu (column 5:lines 30-38, column 5:lines 46-59, column 
6:lines 31-42). This is beneficial in that it allows for various sorting techniques in any 
menu . environment of user-selectable items. 

Regarding claim 18 and 27, see the rejections of the parent claims concerning 
the subject matter these claims are dependant upon. The combination of KRAFT, 
HOSACK, and ROTH further discloses wherein the processor sorts said event list 
based on usage statistics associated with said events on said event list (ROTH - column 
13:line 21-column 14:line 33). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ariel Balaoing whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
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7317. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 8:00 AM to 4:30 



If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William Trost can be reached on (571) 272-7872. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status infomnation for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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